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Pentagon Screenmg Program
- Sets Off Some Alarms |

FET3VER since a polygraph ma-
,L"m chine was used during World
IXB War II to screen scientists
hired to help develop the atomic
bomb, the military has been taken
with the “lie detector." Under Presi-
dent Reagan, the Pentagon has ai-
most doubled its use of the instru-
ment to screen applicants for jobs in
the intelligence agencies, to investi-

gate security breaches, to test for-

eigners hired as agents and, on at

. least one occasion, to track down the
source of a news leak.

On Jan. 3, the Pentagon an-

nounced it would begin using the de-

vice to screen non-mtellzgence em-

ployees and civilian contractors who
have access to highly classified in-
formation. The Defense Department
has Congressional clearance to try

‘the program for a year, conducting

3,500 tests, after which Pentagon of-

ficials would like to expand it. - -
Representative Jack Brooks,

Democrat of Texas, has long been

skeptical about the effectiveness and .

fairness of the polygraph. As chair-

-man of the House. Government
" Operations Committee, he has intro-
duced legislation to limit the use of-
" the instrument. Richard G. Stilwell,

a retired Army general who is
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense

for Policy, has headed the Penta-
gon's internal security efforts that
led to the new polygraphpragram. In
1982, following a Wushington Post re-
port-of a classified Peniagon budget
meeting, Gereral Stilwek ordered
polygraphs of 22 top Defense Depar:-
ment officials who participated in
the meeting ~ inciuding himself.

In separate interviews iast week |
with Bill Keller, a Washington corre-
spondent of The New York Times,
the two men were asked if the poly--
graph is really a useful tool in pro-
tecting American military secrets
aguinst espionage.

Genera! Stilwell: ..

AN ecessary
Security Tool

‘ General Stllwell. We believe
~ very strongly that it is & unique
" :tool to be used as a supplement to
all our other personnel security in-
vestigative techniques, to give us
- greater assurance than we have
now that we are doing eve;
we can to thwart hostile intelli.
gence efforts.
) Q. Why has this Administra-
tion expanded the use of poly-
_graphs? :

‘ " A. The record would indicate
that the mtemgence-gathenng efforts of the Soviet Union
and its Eastern European allies and other surrogates
have increased over the last few years.

It is significant that we have now a record of 10 indi-

" viduals awaiting trial for wpicmage 'I'hat sugg&sts some-
thing in the way of an increase, -

' The evidence has also become clea.r in the last few
- yeers of the overwhelming -dependence of Soviet defense
_ industry on Amerjcan technology.

Q. Why can’t we catch these pecple using more tradi-
tionel background checks?. . ...

. A. We have found that some of the traditional meth-

. ods have become less etfective,

One reason is the Privacy Act of 1974, which ha.s

. tended to make friends, neighbors and employers more
reluctant to talk about individuals when they are inter-
viewed by our field representatives.

- Another is the very large number of people that -

we're mvestigatmg &s contrasted with the staff that's
aveailable; .

s Q. What about that critical report by the Congres
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|

sional Otfice of Technology Assessment?

A. On the basis of the experiences of the C.I.A,, the

* National Security Agency and the Department of De-

" fense over a good many years, we simply disagreed with
" their tindings. In our view, they used & very limited body
of the studies which are extant. ~

. Division Among Experts

The fact is the experts are divided. We do not say
that the polygraph is an instrument to detect lies or to af-

- firm truth. It's a diagnostic tool that measures certain

' physiological reactions.

We really believe that in the hands of a very, very
professional operator — and we consider our people to be
of that ilk — it has a very high rate of accuracy in deter-
mining the physiological reactions to a ‘yes’ or & ‘no’

_question. —

We put great faith in what will happen pretest and
posttest, Particularly in criminal investigations, we geta
remarkable amount of admissions from individuals be-

‘ fore they’re even strapped up.

We get an even larger percentage of adrmssxons

" after the test, when the operator sits down with the indi.

vidual to ask Ium if he can account for an mchcatxon of de-
‘ception.

Q. Much of the success then depends on the subject

belleving that the .test works?

. A. A lot of it depends on the fact that the’ man be~ 1
lieves, yes.

Q. What about a foreign agent who has been tralned

" to beat the test, or taught to beueve that the test is mean- .

ingless?

A. From my own personal expenence, a man would

. have to be a pretty hardened and inveterate liar.

Remember, he has to contro} three different, quite dis.
crete reactions. The most difficult one of all might be the

skin response,
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